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RICHARDS’S REPLY. 
Subject, Rom. vi. 7. 
(See Gospel Herald, No. 4, p. 26.) 
From the (Boston) Universalist Magazine. 

Possessing no other desire with respect to this 
passage but to know the truth, I should most cheer- 
fully have renounced my opinion concerning it, if 
tne editor of the Herald had convinced me that it is 
false. I was much surprised that, in his remarks, 
he left the principal part of my reasoning entirely 
out of consideration. It seemed to me that the 
apostle designed to draw a parallel between Christ 
and the believer, and this I endeavoured to trace 
out ia my communication. Tt was this which first 
gave me my present views of the passage in ques- 
tion, and which is still a principal reason of retain- 
ing them. But although it was my principal de- 
sign to make this manifest, and to reason from it, 
and although this labour occupied the principal part 
of my communication, the editor of the Herald has 
not paid the least attention to it. No one can sup- 
pose that I can be convinced of the inconclusive- 
ness of this reasoning when not one word has been 
said about it; and how can I renounce my view of 
this passage, When my principal argument remains, 
I will not say unanswered, but untouched ? 





with him.” How was Christ crucified? Answer, 
really, literally, as no one can doubt. Now the 
question on which the whole controversy concern 

ing this passage must turn, is this,x—to which death 
did the apostle refer in the seventh verse? the lite- 
ral death of Christ, or the figurative death of the 
believer? It must be acknowledged on all hands 
that he had spoken of death in both these senses in 
the preceding part of the chapter; in which sense 
did he speak of it in the seventh verse f The edi- 
tor of the Herald says in the figurative sense; but 
he does not make an effort to prove it. He shall 
have the credit of proving what to my knowledye 
nobody in the world ever denied, viz. that Paul did 
speak, in that chapter, several times, of the be- 
liever’s death to sin. But this, I will repeat, deos 
not prove that he spoke of death in that sease in the 
seventh verse. I believe that he spoke of Literal 
death in that verse, as he also had iy the 3d, 4ih, 
oth, and 6th verses. My reasons for thus believing | 
stated, as 1 thought, fully and fairly, in the cammu- 
nication to which the editor replied, but as he has 
taken no notice of ihe principal reasons I there ad- 
vanced, I will here, very briefly, siate them again, 

It is evident beyond all dispute that the apostie 
proposes Christ as an example to the Roman Chiris- 


Iam willing to acknowledge, and | did acknow- Jdians, both in his death and in his resurrection. And 


ledge in my former communication, that the apostle 
spoke of the death of believers to sin several times 
in the course of the chapter ; but this does not prove 
that he spoke of that death in the seventh verse. 
In the course of the chapter he spoke of the literal 
death of Christ, and of the spiritual death of the 
believer to sin, and I stated that he paralleled them 
together. This the editor of the Herald did not 
deny ; but how could Paul paraljel them, unless he 
spoke of both? The editor says, “ Paul is Speaking 
of himself and his believing brethren in the present 
tense.” Now I do not deny that he speaks of him- 
self and his believing brethren several times in that 
chapter; but surely the editor will not pretend that 
every time he speaks of death, he means the be- 
liever’s death to sin. Paul says, “ So many of us as 
were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into 
his death.” He does not here refer to the believer’s 
death to sin ; but to the literal death of Jesus Christ. 
Paul further says, “Therefore we are buried with 
him by baptism into death ; that like as Christ was 
raised up from the dead,” &c. Can it be disputed 
that Paul here refers to the literal death of Christ ? 
Go to the 5th verse, “ For if we have been planter 
together in the likeness of his death.” The apost!: 
here undoubtedly refers to the literal death of Christ 


it appears to me that he proposes Christ to them in 
three points of view, from which he makes his 
three inferences. He sets Christ before them, first, 
as being dead. See third and first clauses of 4th 
verse. Second, as being raised. See what remains 
of 4th verse. Third, as being pure in his resurrec- 
tion state. See verse 7. Hence he draws his three 
inferences, which, according to the method of rea- 
soning he had adopted, he could aot bave done, un- 
less he had set Christ before them in three points 
of view. Now let the reader ask himself, what did 
the apostle infer from the fact that Christ was lite- 
rally dead? Ans. in his own words, “Therefore 
we are buried with him by baptism into death.” 
Very well, there is one of his inferences. What 
does he infer from the fact that * Christ was raised 
up from the dead by the glory of the Father?” 
Ans. again, in hisown words, “ So we also should 
walk in newness of life.” Here is his second infer- 
ence. Well, he makes three inferences—there is 
nother still remaining which we must notice. We 
shall find it in the 6th verse, and it is as follows; 
“henceforth we should not serve sin.” Let us 
read the whole verse, and then we shall proceed 
anderstandingly. “Knowing this, that our old 
nan is crucified with him, that the body of sin 
might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not 





He farther says, verse 6, “ our eld man is crucified 
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serve sin.” Their body of sin was destroyed for 
the purpose, that henceforward they might not 


serve sin. Butwhy not serve sin? From what 


does Paul infer that they should not serve sin ? 
There must be something from which he drew this 


inference, as he had drawn his others. Well, hear 
him, “ henceforth we should not serve sin. For”— 
for what—because they themselves were freed from 
‘This would be nonsense. Would it not be 
manifest foliy to make them an example unto them- 
selves? The apostle had all along been proposing 
Chirist to them as an example ; but did he now, on 
the most interesting point of all, turn in preference 
from him to them? If they were precisely what 
he wished them to be, which would be implied if he 
held them up as models and examples, why should 
he exhort them not to serve sin, and not to permit it 


toreign in thew mortal bodies? But, in my opinion, 
the apostle had his eye on Jesus, who had leit this 
state of mortality and corruption, and exhorts them 
not to serve sin, because he that is dead, literally, 
really so, is fieed from sin. Now it my view of 
this be not correct, I desire to know it; but I never 
can be convinced of it, except [ am shown that I 
have mistakea the apostle’s course of reasoning in 
this place. 

I will say very litile in relation to the two last 
paragraphs of the above article from the Gospel 
Herald for two reasons—I1st, it will divert the atten- 
tion of the reader from the main subject on which 
I wish it to be fixed; and 2dly. it would make this 
communication too long. If, indeed, I have done 
what he therefcharges me with, (which I do not ad- 
mit,) | will bear the imputation of it, rather than 
weary the reader, and draw away his attention from 
the principal point of discussion. When truth 
alone is the object of our discussions, they will be 
profitable. RICHARDS. 

REMARKS. 

We assure Richards that we did not omit noticing 
the parallel he supposes Paul to draw in the chap- 
ter containing the passage which is the subject of 
our remarks, on account of its opposing any thing in 
the shape of a strong argument to our view, but be- 
cause we considered an admission of the prominent 
features of the proposition we stated, as rendering 
any notice unnecessary. We will attend to this, 
however, at this time, after we shall have examined 
the question on the turning of, which R. consi- 
ders the matter must be decided; namely, 

“To which death did the apostle refer in the se- 
venth verse? The literal death of Christ, or the 

figurative death of the believer?” Ans, “The 
figurative death of the believer.” Proof. If Paul 
referred to the literal death of Christ, R.’s inference 
would lead to the conclusion, that Christ was not 
free from sin before his literal death. Also, that 
Paul’s argument only amounts to the follow- 
ing: We must not serve sin—Why? Because 
Christ does not sin io another world. Or, if you 
prefer this—Because when a man dies, or after he 
is dead, he will not sin. Now we will ask, can you 
believe Paul used such an argument as the above ? 


gument? “ Likewise reckon ye also yourselves tobe 
dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. Let not sin therefore reign 
in your mortal body,” &e. (verses 11, 12.) Would 
Paul request the Romans, “ likewise to reckon 
themselves to be dead indeed unto sin,” if a litera) 
death was intended? Did Paul request the Ro. 
mans likewise to reckon themselves dead, literally, 
while they lived ; and, therefore, (or for this rea. 
son) namely, because they reckoned themselves 
literally dead, they would not let sin reign in their 
mortal bodies? Really, this looks to us like a 
a gross absurdity. If we are sufficient to form an 
opinion of the matter, it is this, in the very words 
of Paul, as he himself explains the subject—“ Know 
ye not, that to whom ye yield yourselves servants 
to chey, his servants ye are whom ye obey; whe- 
ther of sin unto death, or of obedience unto righte- 
ousness ?” (verse 16.) 

We take the liberty to inform R. that his third 
inference, in his third paragraph, is of his own 
making; and that Paul is altogether innocent 
of it. 

If R.’s parallels constitute his “ principal argu- 
ment,” as he mentions in his first paragraph, we de- 
clare in all sincerity, that his “ principal argument” 
is invisible to us. We can find notling like a pa- 
rallel. We have examined Paul’s writing, and 
R. calls Paul’s writing parallels. 
third paragraph, he uses a new term, and writes “ in- 
ferences” instead of parallels. 
ceive, how a parallel can be an inference, or an in- 
ference aparallel. We wish R. well clear of this 
error, and hope he will now be convinced ; for we 


Now, in his 


We cannot con- 


have done all we can do, in this case, not being able 
to make a better use of his manner of conducting 
his argument. 
<i — 

“WHAT SHALL WE DO THEN? 
He answereth and saith unto them, He that hath 
two coats, let him impart to him that hath none ; 
and he that hath meat, let him do likewise.”— 
Luke iii. 11. 

When John, the precursor of Jesus Christ, com- 
menced the preaching of repentance to the people, 
they asked, “ What shall we do then?” and received 
for answer the words above quoted. We are more 
and more convinced every day ef the lamentable 
truth of the proposition, that there is, comparative- 
ly, but little true religion in the world. By the 
world we do not mean the irreligious part of the 
community, identified as such by religionists; but 
we mean mankind universally. There is a great 
many long faces, a great plenty of long prayers, 
go-to-meeling folks exist in abundance, and reli- 
gious pow-wows, or noisy conventions, are suffi- 
ciently numerous and frequent. This way of doing 
business passes for religion in these days. There 
is no lack of pious people who will pray for you, 
and bless you, and express the greatest solicitude 
for the wellare of your poor souls, which they pre- 
tend are in imminent danger from the vengeance 
of God; who, if we may be allowed our opinion in 





If so, how came Paul also to use the following ar- 





this matter, is the best being in the universe ; the 
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the greatest friend mankind possess; and the most 
unlikely to do them an injury of any being in exist- 
ence. 

The religious of modern times will even do more 
than this, for you. They have a Devil, a real 
* scarecrow,” with which they will frighten you, 
and then mercifully allay your fears, and impress 
you with feelings of gratitude to them for their 
kindness. They have, also, a popular story of a 
Hell ; a sort of a prison for their Devil to officiate in 
as jailer; and they will play off their religion upon 
you, by threatening you with imprisonment; after- 
ward, if you will repent, according to their fashion 
and dictation, they will graciously encourage you 
with hopes of Heaven, . The religious community 
abounds with the religion we have enumerated. 
But, let Hell and the Devil be placed in the back 
ground of the picture—let the blessed and merciful 
Creator have the award of his proper attributes and 
perfections, and instead of asking, “ What shall we 
do then ?” letthe question be asked, What have 
these religionists done ? 

What have we done! We are constantly at 
Church. We frighten as many as possible, with 
with our stories about Hell and the Devil. We are 
striving to save nankind from the vengeance of a 
tiod of Love! We make a great noise about reli- 
gion; and we make a great many prayers. Very 
true. But, did it ever occur to you, that the Lord] 
Jesus Christ, while on earth, never reproved men 
for profanity so severely as he reproved the Pha- 
risees for their long prayers ? 

What! horrible! Do you assert that praying is a 
greater sin than swearing ? We reply—we only 
state a fact. We leave it to the conscience of every 
honest inan to decide, whether the fact we state, 
authorizes the supposition, that hypocritical prayers 
are more abominable in the sight of a just and mer- 
ciful God, than theughtless and heedless protanity ? 

It is common for the greatest sticklers for the popu- 
lar religion of the day, to say, “ There is something 
for us to do.” Admitted—What is it? Take a word 
ofadvice. No longer trouble your neighbours with 
your Devil. Jf you have one, in reality, take care 
of yourselves, and let every man fight his own 
devil, if he has one. Keep yourselves out of your 
Hell, and not threaten your neighbours. Be careful 
not to libel the character of your Maker, by accus- 
ing him of designs and purposes which would dis- 
grace yourselyes to acknowledge. When you 
pray, “enter into your closet, and shut the door.” 
If God hears your prayer, it is as much as a Chris- 
tian can desire. Then, if you feel desirous of do- 
ing something, of being religious, clothe the naked, 
and feed the hungry ! 


—=<>-— 

ACCOMMODATION OF SCRIPTURE. 

REPLY TO HONESTUS. 
(Continued from page 45.) 

We will now examine, as next in order, in the 
seale of importance, not exactly Paul’s accommo- 
dation of a saying, but Paul’s inconclusive argu- 
ment. According to Honestus, [see our last num- 


seed, all may be said to be Christ, as much as any: 
and yet this seed was to be as THE DUST OF TRE 
EARTH, or as the STARS OF HEAVEN FOR MULTI- 
Tope!” Therefore, Honestus has decided, that 
any and every one of the descendants of Abraham 
are as much intended, spoken of, or alluded to, as 


Christ could be, so far as Paul’s argument can have 





any bearing ; which argument he considers Paul to 
have rested altogether on the fact of the promise 
being to Abrahain’s seed, in the singular. For Ho- 
nestus adds, “ But when the apostle undertook to 
make out by an argument, founded on the word 
seed being in the singular number, that such a pro- 
mise was made to Abraham, we only regret that he 
could not have found an argument more conclu- 
sive.” We must confess, that itis a great pity an 
apostle of Paul’s pretensions, should be so misera- 
bly mistaken on a subject, and relative to a fact, of 
such vast importance! The epistle te the Gala- 
tians was written for the express purpose of correct- 
ing error, into which they had fallen; and dread- 
ful to relate, Paul, instead of curing them of error, 
teaches them, for éruth, a still greater error! 

Honestus is so very confident that he has caught 
Paul in a gross mistake, that he has ventured to add 
the foliowing: “In this way we might make the 
promise apply to any one of the posterity of Abra- 
bam, as well as to Jesus of Nazareth. The only 
way it can be made to apply is, to say that the land 
of Canaan typically represented heaven; and the 
word Christ, by way of metonymy, represented all 
the seed of Abraham, that is, the whole house of 
Israel ; an argument which may be satisfactory to 
some, but which appears to us to be “rather far 
fetthed.” It seems, then, that “ the only way it can 
be made to apply,” is insufficient; and that Paul 
was too ignorant to hit even upon this imperfect 
expedient! Really, it appears to our circum- 
scribed views of the fitness and propriety of things, 
that after making the above declarations, to speak 
of “doing the scriptures less injury, and the apos- 
tle better justice,” is making an extraordinary use 
of terms and phrases. And if Honestus be right in 
his criticism on Paul’s epistle, and if, as Honestus 
asserts, “it is too true that people are apt to be san- 
guine and illiberal in proportion to their ignorance 
on these subjects,” poor Paul must come in for a large 
share of sanguinity and illiberality! If this is not 
“ out doing the apostle,” with a witness, we will ac- 
knowledge our ignorance of the common significa- 
tion of our mother tongue. 

We do think it is an astonishing feature in Ho- 
nestus’s logic, that he should discredit Paul in so 
prominent a part of Paul’s testimony, and when 
Paul was labouring expressly to prove what Hones- 
tus denies, and then receive Paul’s testimony on 
another occasion, when it is expressed to the same 
amount of the fact disputed, and which goes to set 
Honestus down in the midst of contradiction and 
absurdity. Honestus, after dissenting from Paul’s 
account, as given ta the Galatians, says, “ We ad- 
mit, yea, we firmly believe, that ‘the God and Fa- 
ther of our Lord Jesus Christ hath blessed us with 





ber) “so far as an argument can rest 2% the word 
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according as he chose us, in him, before the foun- 
dation of the world, that we might be holy and spot- 
less before him in love.” (Ephes. i. 3, 4.) 1 
Honestus had read on, he would have learned from 
the same Paul, that the blessing is the gathering 
together in one all things in Christ; according t« 
God’s good pleasure which he purposed in himself 
If God chose mankind in Christ, before the foun- 
dation of the world, and purposed to gather all int« 
one in Christ, and Paul’s evidence is received to 
confirm the truth of these facts, and the same Paul 
teaches the same doctrine of God blessing all in 
Christ, and giving the promise to Abraham, that 
the blessing should be in his seed, how, we ask, 
in the name of common sense, can you settle down 
quietly on Paul’s evidence in the one case, and then 
reject it in the other? If Paul was miserably ig- 
norant when he undertook to teach the Galatians, 
how do you know he was better taught when he 
wrote his epistle to the Ephesians ? 

It inust be confessed, we think, that if Paul can 
be believed as an honest man ought to be believed, 
his pretensions are greater than Honestus’s preten- 
sions can possibly be. Paul commences his epistle 
to the Galatians, by asserting of himself, that he is 
“an apostle, not of men, neither by man, but by Je- 
sus Christ, and God the Father, who raised him 
from the dead.” He also, says, “I certify you, 
brethren, that the gospel which was preached of 
meisnotof man. ForlI neither received it of man, 
neither was I taught but by the revelation cf Jesus 
Christ.” Our opinion is to this amount; that if 
Paul told the truth, (and we believe he did,) God 
the Father, and Jesus Christ, knew better whether 
Christ was the seed signified in the promise to Abra- 
ham, than Honestus can know by the teaching he 
has received. Therefore, it is God the Father, and 
the Lord Jesus Christ, against Honestus! 

If Paul be not completely beaten, it will not be 
for want of courage in Honestus. For having de- 
cided that Paul is mistaken, Honestus then gives 
“the only way it can be made to apply,” that is 
spiritually, and, as we have seen, decides that it is 
“far fetched.” Having decided that Christ is not 
intended, and the blessing promised not a spiritual 
blessing in Christ, as Pau! mistakingly supposed, he 
asks the question, “ When will all nations be bless- 
ed in the seed of Abraham, understanding that seed 
to be his posterity collectively ?” and answers— 
“ When the seed of Abraham, collectively, shall 
come into possession of the land of Canaan, so as 
to hold it as an ‘ everlasting possession.’” He then 
asserts, that “until the promise is fulfilled to the 
seed themselves, why should we expect it fulfilled 
to the nations who are only to be blessed in them ? 
If the seed of Abraham shall possess the land of 
Canaan in eternity, then all nations may be blessed 
in them in eternity.” Well, the seed of Abraham will 
not possess the land of Canaan in eternity, of course ; 
and as Christ is not the seed promised, Paul being 
mistaken, all nations will never be blessed in the 
seed of Abraham, neither in time, nor in eternity, 
and the promise is null and void! 
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who hath bewitched {deceived} you >” Honesine 
has discovered that Paul bewitched or deceived 
them. According to Honestus, Paul was most 
egregiously mistaken. For Paul will have it, that 
the promise is a promise of spiritual blessings iy 
Christ. He declares that “ the law, which was 430 
years after, doth not disannul, so as to make the 
promise of none effect.” Now we know that the 
law did prevent all the seed of Abraham, who came 
out of Egypt, Caleb and Joshua excepted, from 
possessing the land of Canaan; consequently, the 
blessing promised, according to Paul, was in Christ! 
Paul also says of the law, that “it was added be 
cause of transgressions, till the seed should come t 
whom the promise was made.” If, according t 
Honestus, the promise was made as much to all and 
any of the seed, as to Christ, then Paul was, so {a 
as this subject is concerned, an ignoramus, and jis 
pretensions are rotten. But, if, as Paul says, the 
law was added, &e. till the seed should come tp 
whom the promise was made, and that seed was 
Christ, then Honestus must pocket the ignorance. 

Again, Paul declared to the Romans, chap iv, 13 
“ For the promise that he should be the heir of the 
worip, [kosmou, mankind universally,} was not 
to Abraham, or to his seed, through the law, but 
through the righteousness of faith.” Christ shal! 
be the hetr of the world! Paul, Gal. iii. 8. declares, 
that “the Scripture, having foreseen that thioug)) 
faith, God would justify the nations, proclaimed, 
before to Abraham, the glad tidings [or gospel,} 
saying, Iu thee shall all nations be blessed.” Jus 
tification, therefore, or salvation by Christ, is the 
blessing promised. 

If Paul had used a different mode of expres- 
sion, embracing the same sentiment, asserting 
the same fact, Honestus probably would not have 
made this gross mistake, and charged it to Paul's 
account. We read, Gen. xlvi. 6. “ And they took 
their cattle, and their goods, which they had gotten 
in the land of Canaan, and came into Egypt, Ja 
cob, and all his seed with him.” Had Paul said, 
“ He saith not And to all his seed, as of many,” in 
stead of “He saith not, And to seeds, as of many,” 
Honestus’s objection, perhaps, would not have been 
heard of. 

It is admitted that the word seed, in the singular, 
is found in the passages referred to; and this word 
seed, abstractly considered, will signify one man, o: 
may apply toa million, as the offspring of one man 
If Paul had no other authority than a mere whim 
or opinion, predicating on the spur of the moment, 
the fact he stated of the promise being to Christ, 
the seed of Abraham, then we say, Paul is unwor 
thy the confidence of mankind, and has deceived 
them. How is this charge to be made good against 
Paul? Ans. By Honestus’s discovery, that the 
word seed, in the singular number, is used in the 
Old Testament to signify the human species. But 
is it always used in the singular number to signify, 
of itself, a great number of persons? No. It was 
thought necessary by the inspired writer, who gave 
the account of Jacob’s going into Egypt, to add the 





Paul asked the Galatians, “OQ foolish Galatians, 





word all, to signify that all his seed went with him! 
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Paul says, “Iu Isaac shall thy seed be called.” 
When it is said, “I will multiply thy seed as the 
stars of heaven,” Isaac is the seed spoken of. Isaac 
only existed in the flesh, in the singular number, 
when the blessing was pronounced, and the promise 
wasmade. Therefore, a strictly literal construction 
would confine the promise to Isaac! For God told 
Abraham, saying, “ My covenant will I establish with 
Isaac, Whom Sarah shall bear unto thee,” &c. (Gen. 
xvii. 21.) Christ is emphatically styled God’s co- 
renant by Isaiah, (xlii.) where God declares by this 
prophet, “T will give thee for a covenant of the 
people, for a light of the Gentiles,” &c. There- 
fore it follows, that if God established his covenant 
with Isaac, and Christ is given as that covenant, 
Christ is the promised blessing, to him is the word 
gone forth, and He shall inherit the nations. 

The Editor of this paper will only say of himself, 
that he is sincerely desirous of bearing witness of 
the truth ; and will, with God’s assistance, counsel, 
and protection, be faithful in witnessing. Paul's 
pretensions to a special commission from above, 
were such as we do not pretend to. But, notwith- 
standing our circumscribed knowledge, we believe 
we can understand sufficiently of the promise of 
God, as made to Abraham and his seed, and farther 
taught and explained by Christ and his apostles, to 
enable us to behold a harmony and truth in the doc- 
trine taught by Paul, and to see the propriety of his 
declaration, without any necessity of a resort to a 
management derogatory to the pretensions of an 
apostle. Paul knew, for Christ, the very covenant 
in question, taught him. There is no alternative 
for Paul, but the name of an honest man, or—a 
liar, Paul was not ignorant; he knew whether he 
was taught as he asserted, or the contrary. God 
promised Christ, the covenant, the seed of Abra- 
ham, in Isaac, or Paul is unworthy the confidence 
of any rational being, and our hopes are a rope of 
sand, 

The writer to the Hebrews, (vi. 13—20.) has ar- 
gued the subject, and spread his pretensions and 
hopes on the broad basis of God’s truth. May the 
strong power of Omnipotence nerve our hand, to 
clinch and to hold, and our heart to embrace and 
retain this truth, the hope, the only hope of man. 
If this shall not prove as an anchor to the soul, we 
shall be driven from the moorings of this 'ife, and 
founder interminably on the gloomy shore. of an- 
nihilation. We have laid hold on this hope—we 
will perish when our hope perishes, and that can 
perish—never! ‘The covenant of our peace and 
salvation, the title to our blessing, is on the right 
hand of Power, and registered in the archives of the 
counsels of Heaven. 

Although we would not foster a disposition to 
blame, in the gross sense of the term, Honestus, 
still we cannot refrain from saying, that, in our 
opinion, his candour in the following is not abun- 
dant: He says, “ The promised blessing was all the 
countries from the river of Egypt, unto the great 
rwer Euphrates ;” and asks, “ What is there said, 
therefore, here, either about Christ, as an indivi- 


See Gal. ii. 8,16." We reply—this was not the 
promised blessing. If this were the promised bless: 
ing, very few of the Israelites, who, according to 
Honestus, are the seed spoken of, and to whom the 
blessing was promised, can be the recipients of 
it. The blessing is promised to Abraham’s seed, 
for “all the nations and families of the earth.” 
All the nations and families of the earth were never 
promised, and cannot possess the tract of country 
ahove described. We think, that when absolute 
impossibilities are included in the score ef objec- 
tions to the truth of a proposition, that the propo 
sition is in a very hopeless condition. Itisa fact, that 
to Abraham’s seed was promised the land spoken 
of; and it is not less a fact, that all the nations of 
the earth were declared to be the recipients of the 
blessedness in Abraham’s seed ; and not in the land 
spoken of; neither in that seed’s possessing that 
land. Itis not less lamentable than remarkable, 
that Honestus has introduced a passage, where a 
tract of land is promised to Abraham’s seed, and 
where not a word is said of the “ promised blessing,” 
to prove that Paul was mistaken in adducing as 
proof of the blessing promised, a passage where the 
blessing is abundantly mentioned, and nota word 
said about the land!!! 

The reader is referred to Gen. xv. from which 
the passage in question is quoted, where he will 
learn that God communicated to Abraham in a vi- 
sion, that which should befall the people of Israel in 
relation to their bondage in Egypt, their deliverance 
from Egyptian oppression, &c. By examining 
Deut. xi. 10—S2, the reader will learn farther of 
the covenant spoken of in Gen. xv. 18; that it was 
clogged with conditions, and the countries, or land 
mentioned in the covenant, only promised on con- 
dition of observ.ag the law given by Moses, The 
first ¢hapter of the book of Joshua teaches the 
same; and we request the reader to examine this 
also. By reading Deut. xxxii. 44—52, you will 
find the same doctrine; and learn that even Moses 
was not permitted to enter the land spoken of, be- 
cause he “trespassed at the waters of Meribali- 
Kadesh” against God. It was well said by Peter 
(Acts xv. 10,) of the law, that it was a“ yoke which 
neither our fathers nor we were able to bear.” 
And by Paul, (Rom. iv. 14, 15,) “For if they 
which are of the Law be heirs, faith is made void, 
and the promise made of none effect. Because 
the raw worketh wratu; for where no law is. 
there is no transgression.” The law worked wrath: 
even to Moses; and Moses died, and came short ot 
the promised land! But the promise of the spiritua! 
blessings, in Christ, for all nations, Paul declares, 
(Gal. iii. 17,) that the “law cannot disannul, that 
it should make the promise of none effect.” But the 
law did disannul the promise of the land, and disan- 
nulled it even to Moses! Honestus may well ask, 
in reference to his misapplied passage, as we have 
shown above, “ What is there said, therefore, here. 
either about Christ, as an individual, or about jus- 
tifying the heathen through faith?” It seems that 
Honestus has mistaken Paul, and verified the saying 





dual, or about justifying the heathen through faith ? 


of the poet, that 
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* All looks yellow to the jauiftliced eye.” 


The promise which Paul applies to Christ, (Gen. 
XX.) pronounces, first, a blessing on Abraham ; and 
after saying that his seed, in the singular number, 
shall be multiplied, declares, “In thy seed [in the 
singular number) shall ALL THE NATIONS OF THE 
EARTH BE BLESSED.” Paul says, of the seed here 
spoken of, that Christ is signified. We mast re- 
ceive Paul’s testimony as paramount to Honestus’s 
opinion ; especially as Paul’s pretensions are far 
superior, and he has illustrated and defended his 
doctrine in a manner which corresponds with the 
doctrine taught by all God’s holy prophets since the 
world began, in preaching the restitution of all 
things by Jesus Christ. Paul declares of himself, in 
his defence before king Agrippa, (Acts xxvi.) 
“ Having therefore obtained help of God, I con- 
tinue unto this day, witnessing both to. smal! and 
great, saying none other things than those which 
the prophets and Moses did say should come,” &c. 

We have been more particular in detail, in our 
reply to this part of Honestus’s communication, 
from a solemn conviction that it involves a momen- 
tous truth, which should be as dear to the Christian 
asthe apple of his eye. To the reader we say, 
“To your own Master you stand or fall.” God has 
appointed Christ your judge; we only advise and 
exhort you, to proceed with that circumspection 
which the occasion calls for. You had better err 
ona safe side. Of two evils, credulity is to be pre- 
ferred to skepticism! The credulous, to say the 
most, may neglect the use of reason, but the skep- 
tical too often despise it. In the one case your 
faith may be cumbered with a redundancy of 
clothing ; in the other, reduced to a skeleton, and 
robbed of its vitals. None can feel a greater desire, 
we think, than ourselves, to search, and_ find, and 
prove the truth. Burt, let no man’s zeal blind him 
in his exertions to combat error, to that degree, that 
he shall strip himself and enter the lists, naked, to 
fight against the armour of Paul. 

Let Paul conclude, this article, with a piece of 
advice—* Beware lest any man spoil you through 
philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of 
MEN, after the rudiments of the woRLD, and Not 
arrer Curist.” Coloss. ii. 8. 

Note—The remainder of Honestus’s comnmuni- 
sation shall be attended to in our next. 

—_<j 
LEARNED IGNORANCE, 
OR CONFUTATION OF UNIVERSALISM. 

A discourse, entitled “ Universatism Examin- 
ep,” by David Purviance, pastor of a church in 
Preble County, Ohio, has been sent us; accompa- 
nied by a request to give our opinion, or to express 
what, in our jadgment, is the merit of that perform- 
ance. It has been well remarked by the sender of 
the sermon, that it does not merit a formal reply ; 
and the only reason which can be assigned for no- 
ticing the thing at all, is, that some people are simple 
enough to suppose the discourse in question con- 
tains reason and argument. 

Mr. P.’s text, “ also will show mine opinion,” 
Job xxxii. 10,) is very appropos ; and the discourse 





may be a faithful expression of the opinion of the 
writer of it. But, Mr. P.’s opinion, and God, ang 
Christ, and the inspired writers’ opinion, may be 
very different. ‘That this is the fact, shall been 
business to show. 

Mr. P. says, of the doctrine “that all manking 
will be finally saved and eternally happy,” &c, «| 
have heard much reasoning on the subject whic), 
has appeared to me, not only to be vain, but dange; 
ous.” Now it is not only possible but probable, 
that the “ reasoning” spoken of, might appear 1 
Mr. P. “ vain and dangerous ;” and, at the same 
time, be safe, and compatible with wisdom. 

Mr. P. shall have the credit of asserting a whole. 
some truth; namely—* The obvious design of j¢. 
velation is, to instruct and teach mankind those 
things which they cannot otherwise know, apd 
which pertain to their present and future welfare,” 
This shall be the criterion, then ; and as it is of his 
own proposing and admission, we hope he will be 
willing to stick to it! Mr. P. considers, as he says, 
“three different schemes of Universalism.” But 
he “ tempers his mortar” a little, by observing, that 
“the ideas, [in his schemes] I think, are stated cor. 
rectly, but not in the words of any individual whom 
I have heard speaking on the subject.” A very ex. 
cellent way this, to “show mine opinion!” M, 
P. takes the same liberty in “showing mine opi- 
nion” of the schemes of the inspired writers ; not- 
withstanding his admission or proposition, that 
mankind “ cannot otherwise know” than by a reve- 
lation, &c. It isa very convenient method, after 
making this concession, to “show mine opinion” 
of revelation in different words than those used by 
the party who reveals, or instructs. Mr. P.’s “ three 
schemes of Universalism” may be cut up and scat- 
tered to the winds, and “mine opinion” of God's 
scheme of salvation, as taught in the Scriptures, 
will remain untouched! We have nothing to do 
with, and no concern in, Mr. P.’s straw men, which 
he has manufactured, and shot at with “ mine opi- 
nion !” 

Although we have said quite as much, and we 
believe a little more, in the above remarks, than 
the writer and his discourse merits, judging from 
his own confession, we will, however, for his bene 
fit, observe a few particulars. 

First. It is a settled point, even with Mr. P. that 
man “ cannot otherwise know” than by a revela- 
tion, of the future. Well, has Mr. P. produced 
from revelation the declaration that mankind, or 
any part thereof, shall be punished endlessly, or at 
all, in another world, after this life? No. This 
was not in Mr. P.’s power; and he only wanted to 
“show mine opinion!” Mr. P., evidently wa 
much more solicitous to “show mine opinion,” 
than to show God’s opinion, as revealed by his 
spired servants. 

Second. The author of Mr. P.’s text, in “ show 
ing mine opinion,” or, rather his opinion, sai’, 
speaking of God, “ Por the work of a man shall he 
render unto him, and cattse every man to find ac- 
cording to his ways.” When Mr. P. can show that 
an endless hell in another world, is the work of men, 
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and according toa man’s ways, his ijeetecs will 
iook reasonable. Again. The same writer said, 

«All flesh shall perish together, and man shall turn 
ain unto dust.” If all flesh shall perish together, 
Mr. P. must perish likewise! Again. The same 
writer said, “If thou sinnest, what doest thou 

against him? [God.] or if thy transgressions be 
multiplied, what doest thou unto him? If thou be 
righteous, what givest thou him ? or what receiveth 
he of thine hand? Thy wickedness may hurt a 
wan as thou art ; = thy righteousness may pro- 
fi the son of man.” Weask Mr. P., what do you 

think of “mine opinion,” as shown here? If God 
cannot be injured nor benefited by man’s sins, or 
righteousness, how, in the name of common sense, 
can any man argue that justice is compatible with 
punishing the sinner endlessly for his sins? or re- 
warding the righteous with endless felicity for his 
nehteousness? If a man is to be rewarded ac- 
cording to his ways, and his ways are confined in 
their operation to man in the flesh, the punishment, 
or consequence of man’s ways, must be likewise 
limited. For when all flesh shall perish, then the 
ways of man shall cease ! 

Mr. P., as is common for some orthodox clergy- 
men, altered the revelation, the better, we presume, 
to “show mine opinion!” No doubt he thought 
himself excusable in doing this; because his object 
being to “ show mine opinion,” this was necessary 
when the opinion of God’s servants differed from 
his opinion. We shall not damn and send Mr. P. 
to hell, for this. We hope he will repent of his 
sins, and become a good Christian, before (accord- 
ing to his doctrine) it be too late! We will only 


say, that we think Mr. P. has begotten for himself 


an uncomfortable predicament. Let Mr. P.’s con- 
gregation, who look up to him as unto a spiritual 
teacher, decide; whether he is so ignorant of the 
Scriptures, as to suppase the translators’ supplies, 
in Italics, are a part of the original text; or whe- 
ther he is so perverse in showing his opinion, as wil- 
lully to give his readers fag 
Anows is notin Scripture! We will notice two in- 
stances of Mr. P.’s cunning. In p.6 
Cor. v. 10, he has given in Roman characters, as a 
part of the text, the words “ done” and “ his ;” and 
says, “Take notice, every one is to receive the 
tungs done in his body,” &c. The text reads, 
“receive the things in body,” &c. not out of the 
body. He also adds to Matt. xii. 32; and speaking 
ot Mr. Ballou’s remarks on that passage, says, “I 


Scripture what he 


3, quoting from 2 


wish he bad tried his ingenuity on the language of 


Mark.” We do not know whether our “ ingenuity” 
will gratify Mr. P. as much as Mr. B.’s, if he should 


accommodate Mr. P.; however, we will make an 
eflort to please this gentleman for his edification, 
In showing our ingenuity to Mr. P., we will take 
the liberty of showing him, first, an opinion ex- 
pressed by Jesus Christ, of “ all manner of sin and 
blasphemy,” except the blasphemy against the Spi- 
mi. Christ says, “ All manner of sin and blasphe- 
my shall be forgiven unto men ;” also, “ whosoever 
speaketh against the Son of man, it shall be for- 
gvea him ;” and as recorded by Mark, (iii. 28.) 








“ Verily [that is, = Contsiaty) ¥ say unto you, ALL 
sins shall be forgiven unto the sons of men, and 
blasphemies wherewithsoever they shall blaspheme,” 
&e. Now, Sir, having shown you Christ’s opinion 
relative to “all manner of sin and blasphemies,” 
please to give yours. We ask you, If, as able com- 
mentators have decided, the blasphemy spoken of 
against the Holy Spirit, was confined to that gene 
ratron who witnessed the miracles Christ wrought 
by the power of God, and their blasphemy consist 
ed in attributing this power to Beelzebub, how can 
your doctrine of the damnation of millions, antece- 
dent and posterior to that generation, be true? You: 
laying hold on this passage, to prove, if possible, that 
some may not finally be saved, will, let the passage 
prove what it may of the punishment of blasphe 
mers against the Holy Spirit, knock your doctrine 
in the head. For, Sir, if Christ has told the truth, 
your doctrine, which teaches that “all manner of 
sin and blasphemy shall” now “ be forgiven,” but 
shall be punished endlessly, is a rank falsehood ! 
You and Christ are at issue. It matters not, Sir, 
whether the doctrine that all, or every man shall be 
saved, be true or false; so far as yoa are concerned, 
Heaven and earth are not more distant from each 
other than your doctrine or opinion, and Cirist’s 
doctrine or opinion. Whether Universalism, as 
you call ut, be tue or false, one thing is certain— 
your doctrine is false. Sin, in the abstract, is not 
punished as you teach. It is only in the extreme 
case, where the party has actually told Christ to his 
face, that his power is derived from Beelzebub, and 
that he has an unclean spirit, that the sin of bilas- 
phemy can be committed. 
hypothesis which lies in jeopardy of the very opi 


We pity the wretched 


nions of its’supporters. Sir, a few miserable, blind- 
ed Jews lie at your mercy, lor a Moment 5 and the 
residue of mankind are saved by the unequivocal 
declaration of the context of the passage you have 
chosen to damn them endlessly! Mr. P. just ob 
serves, that Mr. Ballou says, of the passage in Matt 
xii. 52. “* this world’ means the Jewish age or dis- 
pensation ; the ‘world to come,’ the Christian age 
”" Mr. P. “turns up his nose” at 
We will inform Mr, P. 
that the word world is supplied once in Matthew's 
account ; and that che term in the original rendered 
world, is «ion, {age,) the same that Christ declared, 
Matt. xxiv. should end during that generation. A 


or dispensation.’ 
this; disdaining to reply! 


correct translation would read, “ pot forgiven him, 
neither in this nor in the coming age.” If, as you 
contend, it signifies this world, and a future world, 
it must follow, that all sin and blasphemy, this ex- 
cepted, will not only be forgiven here in this world, 
but in another which is future. 

Again. Mr. P. will recollect, that the Greek ne- 
gative rendered never, in Mark, is quite as harmless 
as the English negative ;-and by our translators ren- 
dered not, in the present tense; whenever they had 
the damnation of their enemies out of sight! There- 
fore we read, ‘hath not forgiveness, but’—But what? 
Why, “ is in danger of eternal damnation.” Ah, in 
danger—to be in danger of evil, and to be the actual 
sufferer uf the evil, arc two things. This is Mr. P.’s 
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proot that some, as much as one, certainly, of all 
mankind, will be made endlessly miserable ; and 


then, Universalism is false! Poor man, his last best 
hope has failed him; he cannot so much as damn 
one solitary soul, in a fashion to please hiuself. 
Well, Sir, do not be too much cast down at your 
disappointment. This is a world of trouble, and 
you must have your share. 

But why talk of “ eternal damnation,” if there is 
no such punishment, even in the extreme case ? 
Sure enough—Who talks about it? Who, why 
Mark. No, friend, Mark never even dreamed of 
such a thing. We cannot find, and we challenge 
Mr. P. to find, a word in Mark’s gospel, or in the 
whole Bible, about any person or any thing, being 
“in danger of ETERNAL DAMNATION.” The word 
aioniou, rendered eternal, is nothing more nor less 
than the adjective derived from the word rendered 
world, and which Christ said should end that very 
generation! For more and positive proof, if you 
please, turn to Colossians i. 26. where even our 
translators were, for once, honest enough to rendet 
the adjective aionon, [plural] “ages!” So much 
for the ETERNAL. 

Now for the damnation. 
damnation, is Kriseos. Fiom krino, to distinguish 
or judge, is derived krites, a judge or critic ; krisis, 
a distinguishing, a judging, or determining ; and 
krima, a decision or sentence. Now we will refer 
the matter to the translators of the Bible, and let 
them settle it; and even Mr. P. cannot find fault with 
their decision. Rev. xiv. 6,7. “ And I saw another 
angel fly in the midst of heaven, having the ever- 
lasting gospel to preach unto them that dwell on 
the earth, and to every nation, and kindred, and 


The term rendered 


tongue and people, Saying with a loud voice, Fear 
God, and give glory to him: for the hour of his 
judgment is come: and worship bim that made 
heaven and earth, and the sea, and the fountains of 
waters.” The same term, kriseos, is rendered judg- 
ment inthis passage. The reader will please to no- 
tice, that “the hour of God’s judgment came” 
when the gospel was first preached at the end of 
the Jewish dispensation. Then the angel [angelon, 
messenger] was seen in the heaven, fchurch) de- 
claring, “ The hour of God’s judgment is come.” 
See Acts xvii. “The times of this ignorance God 
winked at; but now comrmandeth all men every 
where to repent; because he hath appointed a day 
in which he will judge the world in righteousness.” 
&e. This day of judgment is the day of the third, 
or gospel dispensation. 

A question arises—Is the English term damna- 
tion synonymous with the Greek term kriseos ? We 
answer, No. The definition of the term damnation, 
is “exclusion from Divine mercy, condemnation to 
eternal punishment.” These two terms cannot 
even be convertible, much less synonymous. The 
term damnation has been manufactured for the pi- 
ous purpose of helping to consign mankind to end- 
less misery in another world. The word is perfectly 
harmless of itself; but, like many things, has been 
used as a scarecrow, or, rather, as a scareman, to 
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Whether this frightful image has answered a valy 

able purpose, and ought to be continued, the reader 
can judge for humself. 

Mr. P.’s discourse is more calculated to confoung 
than instruct the reader, for the following reasons. 
His composition is a jumble or confused mixture o; 
parts and pieces of the Scriptures, misquoted texts, 
&c. intermingled with his ipse dixits, and little ;.. 
gard paid to the connexion or subjects. Sertiy, 
aside Mr. P.’s peculiar sentiments, and the differ. 
ence in theological views altogether, we must syy. 
in the spirit of candour, that a work of this descrip. 
tion, let the principles of the writer be what tiey 
may, is worse than useless. It is as much impos. 
ble for a man to obtain a victory over a religious op 

ponent, in this manner, as it would be for a man to 
defeat his antagonist in single combat, who shou|d 
enter the field of battle loaded like a beast of byr. 
den, with odd pieces and parts of all the implemens 
of ancient and modern warfare. 

We are, on the whole, much more disposed to 
pity than to condemn this ignorant man. We say, 
ignorant man, for we are constrained, in charity, w 
conclude hitn in ignorance, in preference to charging 
him with wilful falsehood. He has misrepresented 
the faith and doctrine of believers in God’s saly:- 
tion for a lost world, in a most flagrant manner. || 
he knew better, he is criminal to a great extent. || 
ignorant, he should be more modest, and first learn 
the doctrine before he undertakes to confute it. 

Asa sample of Mr. P.’s ignorance, (and we hope 
it is nothing worse,) he says of the manner of Uni- 
versalists explaining Scripture, Mark ix. 45. “ And 
if thy foot offend thee, eut it off; it is better for 
thee to enter halt into life, than having two feet to 
be cast into hell, into the fire that never shall be 
quenched.’ Explained thus: fire in scripture 
means the spirit, or Holy Ghost, or truth,” &e, 
We'll tell this deluded man what Hell [ Gehenne! 
fire means, in the words of James, (iii. 6.) “The 
tongue ts a fire, a world of inquity ; so is the tongue 
among our members, that it defileth the whole 
body, and setteth on five the course of nature; and 
it is set on fire of hell,” [Gehenna.] Let Mr. P, 
uow he knows what hell fire is, beware how he 
preaches any more sermons of the kind we have es- 
amined; lest ke burn Ais tongue! He may now 
inquire, What kind of water the rich man asked for 
in the parable, (Luke xvi.) We advise him, ina 
figurative sense, to cut off his hand, and not use" 
to pen any more sermons of the complexion of tie 
one in question. 

Note—The words, “ never shall be,” in Mark is 
45. are an interpolation by the translators. The 
original conveys the idea that the fire is not, in the 
present tense, quenched. 
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